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ABSTRACT 
The Effects of the Childbirth Process on the 
Attitudes and Behaviors of New Fathers 
by 
Janice Ryser, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1981 
Major Professor: Dr. J. Craig Peery 
Department: Family and Human Development 
Atti tudes of 74 first-time fathers were studied as they varied 
vi 
by childbirth preparation and participation. A 50-variable question-
naire was used to tap fathers' attitudes towards their marital 
relationship and partner, their infants, themselves as fathers, and 
the pregnancy/childbirth experience . 
Fathers agreed on being ela ted with fatherhood, wanting tactile, 
verbal, and extended home contact with their infants, planning on a 
partnership in parenting, and seeing their marriage at a high point. 
They saw pregnancy as a time of stress and adjustment and felt father 
participation was important. Their attitudes varied most on wife's 
performance and their own helpfulness through labor a nd delivery. 
The variance and the numerous relationships of the 50 variables 
were consolidated through factor analysis. 2 x 2 ANOVA on eight 
factors revealed the effects of preparation and participation. It 
was found that participation increases the father's respect for his 
wife, gives him more purpose in the childbirth, and increases his 
vii 
elation at becoming a father. The prepared and participating father 
realized the importance and responsibili t y of his ~articipation and 
perceived his infant as being perfect. 
A trend was seen between preparation and concerns with the 
infant time involvement, the pleasure with the news of pregnancy. 
and a desire to go through the childbirth experience again. Herit 
was also given to a lack of preparation and participation through 
the results of analysis on Fac tor II--The triad. The nonprepared 
nonparticipating fathers saw the marriage a t a high point, showed 
tactile and visual engrossment, and planned on a parenting partner-
ship more than any other group of fathers in the sample. 
(90 pages) 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Margaret Mead's attitude of the fifties that "fathers are a 
biological necess ity but a social accident" has been greatly changed 
in recent years through the discovery of and early involvements of 
fathers (Parke & Sawin, 1976, p. 365) . Most influential in the 
current trends is the popularity of natural and/or shared childbirth 
practices. This study i lluminat es fathe r s ' att itudes towards wives, 
infants, fathe rhood, and the marital relationship through the exper-
ience of childbi rth. It specif ically focuses on the effects of 
childbirth prepa ration and participation on th ese attitudes. 
Originating in Europe and Russia through the efforts of Dr. 
Ferna nd Lama~ and Dr. Fredrick Leboyer and adap t ed to the United 
States by Dr . Grantly Dick- Read , Dr. Robert Rutherf ord, and Dr. 
Robert Bradl ey , are the techniques and philosophies of preparation 
fo r and participa tion in chi l dbir th by both parents. Involvement of 
the father with his "fathering" role before , during , and immediately 
after the birth of his child are coming to be consider ed very impor-
tant aspects of the tra ns ition to fatherhood. 
The partnership in birth process has for ced many practitioners 
and facilities into adjusting long time policies. Granting admission 
of fathers into the delivery room was a fought for privilege. This 
practi ce is applauded as a facilitator in the marriage relationship, 
in the attitudes and f eelings towards the wife, the child , the birth 
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experience, and parenting; and in the incorporation of fathers into 
"fathering." Yet the effects of childbirth preparation and partici-
pation on the fathers' attitudes have not been adequately researched. 
Most of the available theories are only speculation. Studies that do 
deal with attitudes and behaviors of fathers are full of excuses for 
the inadequacy of the approach. Pederson ann Robson (1969, p. 472) 
states: "It causes great embarrassment to report that the actual 
data on father participation were secured by interviewing the mothers." 
Even those who have attempted to identify the father's purpose 
and role in childbirth do not agree. Wonnell (1971, p. 591) states: 
"the education and involvement of the expectant father for the 
childbirth is one of the most controversial innovations of the 
maternity scene today." 
Dr. Robert Bradley (1965) expresses his stand on the purpose 
of father involvement in this statement: 
Let us not lose sight of the great underlying 
principle that is fundamental t o the concept 
of a husband as a participant in the birth 
process--preparation and training of both par-
ents to achieve birth without the use of anes-
thetics rather than with the older medicated 
delivers. (p. 21) 
James Barbour (1976) made the following comments at the 1976 Ninth 
Biennial Convention of the International Childbirth Education Association: 
My study shows that a shared chi l dbirth enhances 
the marital relationship . Even without the pre-
sence of the husband, a couple may draw c l oser 
together, but a shared experience increases thi s 
mutual respect ...• the main reason for the fathers 
participation is to give meani ng to him and have a 
l ong term effect on his fathering rather than to 
aid the mother. (p. 129) 
This controversy of the maternity scene is further emphasized 
when one separates childbirth preparation from participation. 
Dr. Bradley (1965) states: 
Husbands have no business being with their wives in 
labor unles s : 1) the wife has been trained ho", to 
perform in labor and has physically prepared her 
birth giving musc l es; 2) the husband has been pre-
pared so that he understands how, why and what his 
wife is doing, enab ling him to coach, guide, and 
encourage her in her ennobling work. (p. 21) 
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As practitioners seek a reso lution to the controversy of regula-
tions and reasons behind father i nvo l vement, an entirely indepe.ndent 
theore tica l basis is formed. This is the theory of attachment or 
bonding. 
Kennell, Voos and Klaus (1 976 , p. 25) define attachment as "an 
affectiona l bond between two individuals that endures through t ime 
and space and serves t o join th em emot i onally ." Similar de f ini tions 
emphas ize th e reciprocal aspects of the bond between individuals . 
Freud (1949), Bowl by (1969), a nd Ainsworth (1969) independently agree 
upon a nd s tress that thernother-infant bond be developed and consis t ently 
mainta ined early in the l ife of the infant. If this bond i s not 
developed in infancy and ma intained in childhood, the child i s thought 
to be deprived of a chance for normal , hea lthy development and social 
adjustment. 
Although the theor y of mot her-infant bonding is not new, the 
isolation of a father-infant bond is. Greenberg and Morris (1974) 
took a serious look at the t radi tional mother-infant attachment 
theory and identified seven aspects applicable to fathers. They 
employ the term "engrossment" and define it as: 
... a sense of absorption, pre-occupation, and in-
terest in the infant. The potential for engross-
ment in ones' newborn is considered an innate 
potential, and it is hypothesized that it is the 
ear ly contact with the infant which releases this 
potential for involvement. Engrossment thus refers 
to the link-up of father to newborn from the point 
of referenc e of the fa ther . (p. 521) 
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The seven characteristics of engrossment identified by Greenberg 
and !:orr is (1974) include infant and paternal aspects. These char-
acteristics inc lude: 1) v i sual awareness of the newborn, 2) tactile 
awareness of the newborn, 3) a strong attraction to the newborn 
l eading to a focusing of attention upon th e infant, 4) ext reme e la-
tion, often described as a "high," 5) awareness of distinct charac -
t e ri stics of the newborn, 6) the infant perceived as perfect, and 
7) the fat her feeling an increased sense of se l f -esteem . In add ition, 
they point out the fathe r's respons e to his fee lings of involvement 
with the newborn and th e impact of normal ref l ex activity and be -
havior of the newborn on engrossment. Hence , the recip rocity noted 
in the definition of attachment. 
Per tinent to the theory of bonding are the assumptions regarding 
fac tors that will enhance this bond. Researchers have attempted to 
determine what these factors are . Again ther e is much more r esearched 
in the maternal than the paternal area. There is considerable agree-
men.t on the necessity of c l ose and early mother-infant interaction to 
enhance maternal attachment (Leifer, 1972; Ringler, Kennell, Jarvella, 
Navojosky, & Klaus, 197 5 ; Bowlby , 1958). Klaus, Jerauld, Kreger, 
McAlpine, Steffa, and Kennell (1972) investigated the effects -of 
separation of the infant from the mother after delivery and during 
the first two postpartum days. They determined that 16 extra hours of 
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contact and interaction between infant and mother in this early time 
period will positively affect the mother-infant bond and subsequent 
interactions with the infant. 
Greenberg and Morris (1974) cited above have focused on early 
father-infant involvement as a facilitator to the engrossment pro-
cess. Through questionnaire and interview data, it was determined: 
... the fathers begin developing a bond to their 
newborn by the first three days after birth ... 
It is likely that the greater the early physical 
contact with the infant, the more likely it is 
that engrossment will occur. The first hour 
after birth may be the significant period and an 
important time for the father to have contact with 
the newborn .... Further studies would be neces-
sary to determine ... whether the presence at the 
birth is highly significant contact in the develop-
ment of engrossment. (pp. 526-527) 
Leifer (1977) has gone one step beyond the early involvement 
principle. She studied early psychological changes occurring during 
the first pregnancy and early postpartum months . Her assumption was 
that adaptation to the maternal role fo llows developmental tasks re-
quiring many adjustments during pregnancy and early motherhood. The 
resolution of and ability to cope with these tasks were predictive of 
the attitudes and adjustments to parenthood. From her results it is 
evident that the entire pregnancy can have predictable effects on 
mothering. 
Coley and James (1976) discuss reactions of fathers during 
pregnancy. They cite studies that indicate that fathers undergo 
psychological and physiological stresses during pregnancy . These 
pregnancy stresses have a great effect on the father's attitudes and 
reactions to the delivery and to fatherhood. Examples of unusual 
father reactions emphasize how important the pregnancy period actually 
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is. Commitments are made or responsibilities rejected during 
pregnancy. 
lihether in practice or in theory the debate over father atti-
tudes, involvements and purposes in childbirth remains unresolved 
due to a lack of actual research. Perhaps the study of Cronenwett 
and Newmark (1974) has come closer than any other research in 
attempting to clarify the effects of childbirth preparation and 
participation upon fathers. With a nondirectional approach they 
investigated the joint and separate effects of preparation through 
forma l education and participation through delivery room experience. 
Their study indicated no measurable differences in the paternal-
child relationship resulting from variations in the father's 
delivery-associated experiences. They found positive inf luences 
on the couple ' s relationship through separate or joint preparation 
and part icipation. They also found an increase in positive res-
ponses to childbirth by the prepared attenders. They concluded that: 
Fathers should be a llowed to attend delivery 
whether or not they have had formal preparation 
for attendance, since an increase in the degree 
of positive responses to childbirth was obtained 
by attendance alone . If these positive feelings 
and a sense of self- growth and increased self-
worth are associated with the childbirth, it is 
hard to imagine that this will not positively 
effect other aspects of assumption and enactment 
of the father role. (p. 216) 
While the literature -shows wide gaps in father r esearch, current 
practices operate on the merits of assumptions alone. Obviously 
there is much to learn about fathers and their roles in pregnancy 
and childbirth. It is yet to be determined if father involvement 
be for the benefit of the wife, the father, or the father-infant 
relationship. The actual association between preparation and par-
ticipation is yet to be determined. The purpose of this study is 
to help fill these gaps and resolve these controversies. This can 
on l y be accomplished through tapping fathers ' actual attitudes as 
close to the childbirth experience as possible. A four group 
separation of fathers according to prepara t ion and/or participation 
can be empl oyed to determine their veritable effects on fathers' 
attitudes. 
Since this_investigator is of the opinion that participation with 
or without preparation enhance the childbirth experience and overall 
attitudes a directional approach will be taken. It is hypothesized 
that preparation and/or participation will: 1) increase the father's 
respect for his wife, 2) give more purpose and direction to the fa the r 
through childbirth, and 3) enhance infant engrossment . 
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CHAPTER II 
METHOD 
Subjects 
The s ubjects were 74 first -time fathers drawn from a population 
of fa thers of infants delivered at the Logan Hospital from August of 
1978 t o October of 1979. Fathers ages ranged from 19 to 39 years, 
mean age was 25 years. Education r a nged from high school to post -
doctorate, mean was 2 years of college. Occupations varied from 
professional to student with 31 of the subjec t s being students at 
Utah State University. Income ranged from under $5,999 to $29,999; 
mean was $17,000. Only fathers with healthy term infants were inc lud ed 
in the s tudy . Infants with low Apgar scores or special considerations 
af t er delivery were exc luded. 
The Logan Hospital in Logan, Utah was the setting for this s tud y. 
The large population of young marri ed couples , facilitated by the State 
University in Logan and the pr edominant religious influence o f th e 
L.D . S. Church, which emphasizes families , contribute to a high birth-
rate and positive thrust for parenting . Childbirth preparation c l asses 
for hus bands and wives are offered by the Logan Hospital and the Cache 
. 
Valley Childbirth Education Association (Lamaze). Father participation 
in delivery is not only allowed (regardless of the pr epara tion of the 
father) but is encouraged by medica l personne l. Father invol vement is 
limited only when a Cesarean section is necessitated. Fathers are not 
allowed to witness a C-section. During hospitalization fathers are 
as free to interact with their infants as are their wives. 
Preparation for childbirth ranged from no prenatal classes to 
ten classes. Fathers attending less than three c l asses were con-
sidered nonprepared . Participation in childbirth included going 
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with wives for check-ups, attending wives through labor and/or 
delivery, to no participation at all. Fathers who did not wi t ness 
the birth were considered nonparticipators. Four groups were iden-
tified: 1) Prepared Participators (PP) , 2) Nonprepared Participator 
(NP), 3) Prepared Nonparticipators (PN), and 4) Nonprepared Nonparti-
cipators (NN). Demographic characteristics of the preparation par-
ticipation groupings are ShO'VTI in Table 1. 
Data Collection 
Each father having his first child was introduced to the study 
by the admitting delivery room nurse qr the investigator. A brief 
written exp lanation of the purpose of the study was provided in the 
form of a flyer (Appendix A). If the father agreed to participate in 
the study, he was given a questionnaire short l y after the delivery of 
the infant. Questionnaires were returned to the delivery room by 
the fathers in a sealed envelope. Although the fathers and their 
wives signed the questionnaire as an indication of their agreement 
to the study, anonymity was assured and maintained . Names were used 
onl y to determine accuracy in the pr eparation and participation 
i ndicators . 
10 
Table 1 
Demographic Profile of Sample Concerning Education, Socia-economic 
Status, Years Married, Preparation, and Participation 
Total PP PN NP NN 
Education 
High School 23 10 7 4 2 
College 43 23 7 10 3 
Graduate Studies 8 4 1 2 1 
Occupation 
Professional/Technical 15 8 2 4 1 
Farmer/Rancher 4 2 1 1 0 
Manager/Proprietor 4 1 1 2 0 
Clerica l Worker 1 1 0 0 0 
Equipment Operator 4 0 2 0 2 
Laborer 8 3 2 2 1 
Sales Worker 2 1 0 1 0 
Craftsman/Foreman 4 2 2 0 0 
Student 31 19 5 4 2 
Income 
Under $4,999 6 3 1 1 1 
$5,000 to $9,999 35 21 7 4 3 
$10,000 to $14,999 17 9 3 4 1 
$15 , 000 to $19.999 10 3 2 4 1 
$20,000 to $29 , 999 4 1 2 0 0 
$30,000 to $39 ,9 99 1 0 0 1 0 
Years Married 
One year 46 24 8 9 5 
Two years 14 5 5 3 1 
Three to five years 12 7 2 2 0 
Over five years 2 1 1 1 0 
Preparation 
Lamaze/hospital 53 37 16 
No prepar ation «3 classes) 15 6 
Participation 
Check-ups 47 27 9 9 2 
Labor 67 37 12 15 3 
De l ivery 52 37 0 15 0 
Cesarean section 18 0 15 0 3 
No participation 7 0 4 0 3 
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The Instrument 
The instrument used to obtain attitudes of the fathers was a 
50-question questionnaire, with a four-point Likert type scale. 
Questions were obtained from those used in the Cronenwett and Newmark 
(1974) study or are adaptations derived from a theoretical basis of 
engrossment or developmental tasks of pregnancy as presented in the 
introduction. A complete questionnaire is included in Appendix B. 
The questionnaire was preceded by background information and was 
concluded by an open-ended response provision. 
To provide a more precise picture of the instrument to the 
reader, Table has been prepared. Analysis of a 50- question ques-
tionnaire can be very cu~bersome. Continuous cross-reference to 
the complete questionnaire in Appendix B is also very awkward to the 
reader. Table 2 outlines the theoretical basis of the questions and 
abbreviates them for further reference . A brief view of results are 
also included here so that the reader might familiarize himse l f with 
those questions which proved most significant. 
A trial samp ling of 20 fathers was used to test the face validity 
of the questionnaire. Discussion with these fathers provided informa-
tion which helped to clarify the statements and contents. Reliability 
of the ques tionnaire is le ft to further investigation. This ques tion-
naire has not previously been utilized in this same research design. 
Questions used from previous studies offer some evidence of between-
researcher stability . 
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Table 2 
Fifty V~riable Theoretica l Basis, Abbreviated 
Reference and Statistical Effectiveness 
1. I am elated about becoming a father. Elated 
Based on engrossment charac t e ristic 
>Hean Factor I 
2. I felt increased stress during pregnancy. Pg. stress 
Based on pregnancy developmental task model 
< Mean No correlation No further significance 
3 . Childbearing is women's work. Woman ' s work 
Childbirth and father participation attitudes 
Factor III 
4. My wife was beautiful during childbirth. 
Attitude toward wife (respect)* 
>Standard Deviation High correlations 
Factor I 
5. I am confused about my role as a father. 
Direction as a father 
Factor IV 
6. My wife was difficult to live with during 
pregnancy. 
Pregnancy developmental task model 
No correlation Factor VI 
7. The baby already seems to have a personal ity 
of his/her own. 
Based on engrossment characteristic* 
No corre lation Factor VII 
8. Hy wife and I have openly communicated our 
feelings during pregnancy. 
Based on pregnancy developmental task medel 
Factor VI 
9. I didn't know what to do to help my wife during 
pregnancy. 
Based on pregnancy developmenta l task model 
and father involvement 
Factor V 
"ife beautiful 
Role confusion 
"ife difficult 
Personali ty 
Communica t ion 
Pg. help 
Table 2 
Continued 
10. My baby is perfect. 
Based on engrossment characteristic 
Fac tor III 
11. I plan on a partnership in parenting r espons i-
bilities with my wife. 
Marital Relationship; parenting roles and 
attitudes 
>Mean Correlations Factor II 
12. Pregnancy requires a major adjustment for 
expectant fathers as well as for mothers. 
Based on pregnancy developmental task model 
<Mean Negative correlation #11 
Significance by Participation on Nonfactored 
Ques tion Analysis 
13. I felt that I didn't help anyone by being in 
labor (or delivery) 
Shows purpose and direction for the father* 
>Standard Deviation Numerous correlations 
Factor I 
14 . It is important to me to touch and hold my 
infant. 
Based on engrossment cha rac t er i stic* 
>Mean Numerous correlations Factor II 
15. My wife did a great job in labor. 
Attitude toward wife (respect)* 
High correlations Factor I 
16. If I could so choose . ·1 wou l d not be a 
father at this time 
Based on engrossment and fa ther involvement 
>Mean No correlatIon No further 
significance 
17. I r eal l y felt close to my wife during 
labor (or delivery) 
Marital relationship and attitude toward wife* 
Numerous correlations Factor I 
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Perfect 
Partnership 
Pg . adjustment 
L & D help 
Touch 
Wife great job 
Not be a fa ther 
Close in L & D 
14 
Table 2 
Continued 
18. I am afraid of my baby. Afraid of baby 
Based on engrossment characteristic 
Negative correlation 1112 Factor IV 
19. I feel there «on't be much more responsibility Responsibility 
as a father than there is as a husband 
Father involvement and acceptance of commitment 
Numerous correlations Factor III 
20. I was pleased with the news that my wife was Pleased with 
pregnant. 
Attitude toward pregnancy 
Significance by Preparation on Nonfactored 
Question Analysis 
21. There are some things that I would change 
about my baby. 
Based on engrossment characteristic 
No correlation Factor VII 
22. I was the person who helped my wife most 
during labor (or delivery). 
Shows purpose and direction for father* 
>Standard Deviation Factor I 
23. I really felt pressured by my wife to parti-
cipate during labor (or delivery). 
Father involvement attitude 
Factor VIII 
24. I could watch my infant for hours. 
Engrossment characteristic 
>Nean Numerous correlations Factor II 
25. Pregnancy and childbirth are traumatic 
experiences. 
Attitude toward the pregnancy and childbirth 
experience* 
<Mean No correlation No significance 
on Nonfactored Question Analysis 
26. My wife made me feel that I'd really hel ped. 
Marital relationship; wife attitude* 
Factor II 
pg. news 
Change baby 
Helped most in 
L & D 
Pressured 
\,atch 
Trauma 
Wife made me feel 
Table 2 
Continued 
27. I have no desire to go through this experience 
again . 
Attitude toward childbirth and pregnancy 
No correlation No significance on Non-
factored Question Analysis 
28. It will take a long time before I feel like 
a father. 
Father involvement attitude; engrossment 
characteristic 
>Standa rd Deviation Factor IV 
29. I feel confident in caring for my baby. 
Father involvement and infant engrossmen t 
Factor IV 
30. I feel that it is important for a father 
to participate with his wife in childbirth 
Father participation attitude* 
>Mean Factor III 
31. My wife didn ' t cope as well as I thought she 
would with labor (or delivery) . 
At titude toward wife (respect)* 
>Standard Deviation factor I 
32. The baby has some features that a re just 
like mine/my wife. 
Based on engrossment characteristic* 
No significance 
33. Childbirth has given a whole new aspect to 
my relationship with my wife. 
Marita l relationship and childbirth attitude* 
Factor VII 
34. Fathers are out of place in childbearing. 
Father pa r ticipation attitud e* 
Factor III 
35. It is difficult to know how I feel about my 
baby unt il I get to know him/her better 
Based on engrossment* 
Factor IV 
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Not again 
Feel l ike father 
Confident in care 
Participation 
important 
Wife cope 
Features 
New aspect 
Fathers i n 
childbirth 
Feel about baby 
Table 2 
Continued 
36. I often felt in the way during labor or 
delivery. 
Father participation attitude* 
>Standard Deviation Factor VIII 
37. I was a great source of strength to my wife 
during pregnancy. 
Based on pregnancy developmental task model 
and father involvement* 
Factor II 
38. I am concerned at the amount of time the 
bahy will take. 
Father involvement and acceptance of commitment 
Significance by Preparation on Nonfactored 
Question Analysis 
39. Fathers are influenced to participate in 
childbirth. 
Father involvement attitudes and commitment 
Correlations Factor III 
40. I feel that it is important for me to talk to 
my baby. 
Based on engrossment characteristic 
>Mean correlations 
41 . I helped my wife feel more comfortable during 
contractions and/or delivery . 
Father participation attitude; purpose and 
direction* 
Numerous correlations Factor I 
16 
Father in way 
Pg. strength 
Baby time 
Social compli-
ance 
Verbalize 
\,ife comfort-
able 
42 . My baby is more active and "alive " than "Alive" 
imagined he/she would be. 
Based on engrossment characteristic 
No significance on Nonfactored Question Analysis 
43. This is one of the highest points of my rela-
tionship with my wife 
Marital relationship and childbirth attitude* 
>Mean Numerous correlations Factor II 
High point 
Table 2 
Continued 
44. Fathers and mothers play entire ly different 
roles in the lives of their infants. 
Parenting role attitudes and direction as 
a father 
>Standard Deviation Factor V 
45. I am anxious to have my baby home. 
Based on engrossment charac t eristic 
>Mean Factor VII 
46. My wife is much more capable of child care 
than I am. 
Attitude toward wife and father role attitude 
<Mean No correlation No further 
significance 
47. My baby looks like all other babies. 
Based on engrossment characteristics* 
Correlations No further significance 
48. I am disappointed at how nonresponsive my 
baby is. 
Based on engrossment characteristic 
Factor II 
49. Childbirth preparation courses could be 
geared -more to help fathers. 
Based on pregnancy developmental task model 
and father preparation a ttitude 
Factor VI 
50 . Pregnancy and childbirth are very positive 
experiences. 
Based on pregnancy and childbirth attitudes* 
>Mean Factor VI 
*Cronenwett and Newmark, 1974. 
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Different roles 
Home 
Child care 
Unique 
Responsive 
CB preparation 
Positive 
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Data Analysis 
Means and standard deviations were generated for each question. 
Question correlations were obtained and relationships between the 50 
variables were revealed. In order to reduce the number of variables 
that needed to be analyzed, to avoid Type I error in subsequent analy-
sis of variance, factor analysis was done. Factor analysis also pro-
vides 'a multidimensional view unobtainable through correlations or 
simple variable analysis. Factor scores on eight factors accounted 
for 73.5% of the total variance. The factor scores for each subject 
on these eight factors were subsequently analyzed by a 2 by 2 (pre-
paration/participation) analysis of variance. 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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The presentation of the results of this study and discussion of 
the implications includes scoring questionnaires, question means and 
standard deviations, question correlations. factor analysis (eight 
factors), analysis of variance on eight factors, analysis of variance 
on nonfactored questions, and summary. 
l<hile the ultimate goal is to determine the effects of preparation 
and participation on fathers' attitudes, it is also advantageous to 
learn all that this study allows about the fathers' attitudes post-
delivery. The presentation and discussion of means and standard 
deviations, correlations, and the eight factors and the nonfactored 
questions is accomplished. 
Scoring Questionnaires 
Questions were scored on a scale from 4 to 0, 4 representing the 
most positive response and 0 representing unanswered questions. There 
were a total of 52 questions unanswered in the sample. All of the 
questions were scored in a positive direction to eliminate confusion 
when comparing responses. The questionnaire in Appendix B presents 
scoring on each question. 
Characteristics of Fathers' Responses 
Question Means and Standard Deviations 
The means and standard deviations for alISO questions are shown 
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in Table 3. The means indicate overall positivity among fathers. 
Extremely high means (>3.8) manifest an obvious enthusiasm for becoming 
a father. The marital relationship is at a high point (#43)*. Fathers 
see participitation as being important (#30) and plan on a partnership 
in parenting (#11). Engrossment is manifest through the aspects of 
tactile awareness of the newborn (#14), attraction to and focusing of 
attention on the newborn (#40 and #45) and extreme elation (#1). 
Extremely low means «2.5) point toward the universal stress (#2) 
and adjustment of pregnancy (#12). Also indicated is an overall 
attitude that mothers are recognized as being more capable of child 
care than are fathers (1146). 
Attitud es among the fathers vary most on questions dealing with 
husband and wife involvement and performance in labor' and delivery 
(#4, #13, #22, and #36). Variance is also high in the areas of 
pregnancy trauma (1125), differing roles of fathers and mothers (#44) 
and the immediacy of the feeling of fatherhood (#28). Variance is 
lowest in the areas with high means specifically the engrossment 
aspects outlined above. 
It is evident for these fathers that there is a definite birth 
impact. The marriage relationship, the acceptance of fatherhood and 
fatherinvolvement, and at least three characteristics of infant 
e ngrossment are affected. "That engrossment is a basic innate poten-
tial among all fathers" as hypothesized by Greenberg and Morris (1974 , 
p. 527) is at least partially substantiated. Tactile awareness of 
the- newborn, attention focusing on the newborn, and elation over the 
*Indicates question numbers 
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Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations on 50 Questions 
Variable Mean Standard deviation 
1. Elated 3.82* 0.55 
2. Pg. stress 2.20* 0.92 
3. \.Jernan I s work 3.27 0.92 
4. Ihfe beautiful 3.35 1.17* 
5. Role confusion 3.40 0.75 
6. Wife difficult 3.14 0 . 87 
7. Personality 3.21 0.96 
8. Communication 3.68 0 . 59 
9. Pg. help 3.01 0.86 
10. Perfect 3.54 0.74 
11. Partnership 3.89* 0.31 
12. Pg. adjustment 1. 51* 0.70 
13. L & D Help 3.48 1.03* 
14 Touch 3.90* 0.29 
15. Wife great job 3 . 64 0.88 
16. Not be a father 3.86* 0.53 
17. Close in L & D 3.64 0.86 
18. Afraid of baby 3.56 0.72 
19. Responsibility 3.51 0.74 
20. Pleased with pg. news 3.64 0.62 
21. Change baby 3.77 0.63 
22. Helped most in L & D 2.83 1.17", 
23. Pressured 3.35 0.89 
24. Watch 3.68 0.52 
25. Trauma 2 . 01* 0.99 
26. Wife made me feel 3.66 0.53 
27. Not again 3.54 0.77 
28. Feel like father 2.98 1.01* 
29. Confident in care 3.27 0.78 
30. Part. important 3.85* 0.56 
31. Wife cope 3.25 1.02* 
32. Features 3.37 0.80 
33. New aspect 3.54 0.64 
34. Fathers in CB 3.68 0 . 68 
35. Feel about baby 3.29 0.85 
36. Father in way 3.22 1.00* 
37. Pg. strength 3.47 0 . 64 
38 . Baby time 3.06 0.99 
39. Social compliance 3.27 0.95 
40 . Verbalize 3.86* 0.34 
41. Comfortable 3.44 0.90 
42. II Alive" 2.93 0 . 98 
43. High point 3.82* 0.41 
44. Different roles 2.67 1.00* 
Variable 
45. Home 
46. Child care 
47. Unique 
48. Responsive 
49. CB preparation 
50. Positive 
*p < .01. 
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Table 3 
Continued 
Mean Standard deviation 
3.86* 
1.93* 
3.31 
3 . 70 
2 . 79 
3.75 
0 . 53 
0.88 
0.92 
0.59 
0.96 
0.43 
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birth are engr ossment aspects that these 74 fathers univer sa lly mani-
fes t. Contrary t o Greenberg and Morris ( 1974), visual awareness of 
the newborn, di s tinctness of characteristics of the newborn, per-
ception of t .he infant as perfec t, and i ncreased self-esteem are not 
obvious universal characteristics based on the means alone. 
The fa thers feel that their wives are more capable of child care 
then they are. This could be based on a stereotypic model. These 
feelings should not be int erp reted as inadequacy on the part of the 
f athers . A father can fee l very capable of child care and still 
recognize that his wife is more capab l e than is he. This i s a c ompli-
ment to the wife and a recognition of her physiological abilities . 
There are high rates of breas t-feeding in the Cache Valley popula-
tion. A father cannot be expected to fee l competent in this area. 
If his wife is breast-feeding, he will certainly have a fee l i ng that 
she is more capable of chi l d care than he is; since feeding occupi es 
th e large majority of a newborn ' s waking time. 
That fathers dif fer in t heir role definitions and expec tations 
is obvious from the l arge variance r elated to that question (#44). 
There are fa th ers who do not recognize different roles for fathers 
and mothers. At the same time a comparably 1moj' mean on thi s question 
reveals a certain agreement that roles do differ. The an s we r must 
lie in the degree of difference and could again have mu ch to do with 
feeding patterns. The fathers do agree on and plan for a partnership 
in parenting. They also see father participation import ant. Perhaps 
the greatest revelation of the means and variances is right here in 
this combination of attitudes. Fathers rea li ze they have roles in 
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parenting. These roles differ from those of their wives, but involve-
ment in childbirth and in the lives of their infants is part of their 
role. 
Fathers admit that pregnancy was a stressful adjustment. This 
trend suggests that the pregnancy experience has an influence on 
fathers' attitudes. It strongly suggests a developmental task model 
which needs further investigation. It was also learned that pregnancy 
and childbirth can be both traumatic and positive experiences. Fathers 
agreed on the positivity of the experience , while the trauma does differ 
in degree among fathers. 
These initial evaluations offer insights about fathers' attitudes 
without consideration for other variables . A surface view of the 
variance, however , lends credence to th e assumptions that the prepara-
tion and participitation variables will make a difference. The var-
iance in the areas of husband-wife performance in labor and delivery 
is the bes t example. NoL all fathers fee l helpful in l abor and 
delivery, nor do they a ll have the same appreciation for their wife ' s 
performance. Further analysis of variance is required to determine 
if th e assumptions of thi s study are correct in this area . 
In summary , the responses of these 74 fathers have provided 
insights into the attitudes of first-time fathers post de livery. 
Attitudes towards the wives differ ; a fee ling of appreciation and 
respect is felt by some fath ers more than others. Childbirth has 
brought the marriage relationship to a high point for all of the 
fathers. The importance of participation in chi l dbirth is recognized 
by all, but there are differences in attitudes to the purpose and 
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direction of that participation. Three of the engrossment character-
istics appear universal. Fathers are e l ated with fatherhood . They 
want to touch, hold, and t a lk to their infants. They are anxious 
to have their infants home. Pregnancy was viewed as a time of stress-
fu l adjustments. The pregnancy and childbirth experience is more 
traumatic to some fathers than others~ but mos t see the experience 
as being positive. Current trends to shared childbirth a nd paren ting 
are obvious among these fathers ' attitudes. They also show a contem-
plating of roles and a p l anning for shared parenting responsibilities. 
Fathe r s ' Experience of Chi l db;r t h 
Question Corre l ations 
Corre lations of .3 or above have pr obabilit i es of .01 or l ess 
(p < . 01). Wi th a 50 x 50 matrix the relating of three of the cor r e-
l at i ons are expected by chance. Correlations point out the i nt er-
relatedness of attitudes and fee lings of new fa thers. At titudes 
towards wives , fatherhood , engrossment, and the pregnancy/childbirth 
experience a r e not isolated in themselves but form three basic groups 
of r e l ationships. To simplify the presentation of the corre l ations , 
thes e groupjngs are named and presented in separate tables. A complete 
corre lation t able is included in Appendix C. 
The first group of correlations includes ques tion relationships 
between the wife's performance and the purpose and direction of the 
father in labor and/or delivery (L & D). This grouping will be referred 
to as Husband-,;ife relationships in L & D. The second group includes 
question r e l a t ionships between engrossment and the marriage relationship 
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and engrossment and the fathe r's role in chi ldbirth and child care. 
This will be r efer r ed to as Engrossment relationships. The third 
group includes r e lationships of questions dealing with the pregnancy/ 
childbirth expe rience and other variables. This will be referred to 
as the Pregnancy/childbirth experience relationships. 
Previous studies from which the ques tions were adapted, 
neglec t ed to deal with correlations. Relationships were antici-
pated by this inves tiga t or through construction of the instrument. 
Corre lat ions clearly cannot be overlooked. The three basic areas 
identified shed new light on the effects of the birth experienc e 
and reveal the need to carefully consider these relationships. 
Hus ba nd-wife relationships in L & D. Thirteen questions 
dealing with the wife's performanc e and the husband' s he lp ful ness 
through labor and delivery show significant cor r e l ations. These 
corre l ations are presented in Tab l e 4 . 
The reader can identi fy from Table 4 the total extent of these 
correlations. Examp l es of those with the highes t ~ values make the 
r elationship c l ear. Question #17 (Close in L & D) shows the highest 
correlation wi th #15 (Wife great job) r = .82 and #41 (Wi fe comfort -
able) r = .70. Question #34 (Fathers in CB) also shows high corre-
lation with #30 (Participation important) r = .66. Other examples 
include correlation of #13 (L & D help) with #15 (Wife gr ea t job) 
4 .54; #17 (Close in L & D) r = .51, #22 (Helped most in L & D) 
4 .52, and #41 (Wife comfortab l e) r = .49. Of the seven questions 
with standard deviations above 1.0, five of them are included in 
this grouping of correlations (#4, #13, #22, #31, and #36 ). 
Table 4 
The Correlation of Husband-Wife Labor and Delivery Interactions 
11 Elated 14 Wif e I I) L & n # 15 Wife f!17 Close #22 IItdpt!d 12) Prea- 130 Part . 131 Wif e beau . help g Joll L & n in L 6. J) Slired important cope 
.'1 Elated 1.UO 
# 4 Wife .20 l. DO 
beau. 
on I. & n .26 .JS 1.00 
help 
115 Wife .40 .56 .54 1.00 
great 
Job 
117 Close .38 .40 .51 . 82 1.00 
L & D 
122 II clped .22 . 38 . 52 . 39 .42 1.00 
Host in 
L & D 
123 Pres- .09 .10 .34 .39 .38 .22 1.00 
Bured 
#30 Partic1- .04 .28 .33 . 00 -.02 . 37 .05 1.00 
pation 
In IHfe .27 . )6 .25 .51 .41 . 19 .16 -.05 1.00 
cope 
134 Fathers .17 .25 .39 -.00 -.00 . 33 .22 .66 -.02 
child-
birth 
'36 Father -.01 . 12 .31 .23 . 12 .13 .38 .01 .33 
1n way 
141 Wife com- .15 .17 
.49 .59 .70 .55 .40 -.00 . 24 
fortabl e 
150 Pos it Iv\:! ,u:. .)5 .08 .13 .13 .05 .11 .29 .23 
-.-.- - --- ----- --_ ... _ ._--------. __ . _--. ----_.,.-- ---.-------
N 
..., 
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There is definite relationship between the father's attitudes 
towards his wife's performance and his own purpose in l abor and/or 
delivery. The l abo r and delivery process i tself has had a definite 
effec t on the father's attitudes towards his wife. His role in the 
process , f or example, making his wi fe more comfortable, is also 
relat ed to how he feels about his wi fe 's job performance. Causality 
cannot be determined but ther e is indication of a trend between the 
father's respect fo r his wi fe and his degree of involvement . This 
will be determined when prepara tion and participation are introduced 
as variables. 
Engrossment relationship s . Of the engrossmen t variables , seven 
s how s i gnificant correlations with each other; seven corre l ate with 
ma rita l relationship variables and three co~relate with variables 
dealing with the father participation. Table 5 presents these corre-
l ations. 
Correlation of engro ssment questions s uch as #14 (Touch) wi t h 
#24 (Watch) r = . 43 and with #40 (Verbalize) r = .41 are very r eason-
able. Likewi se, question #35 (Feel about baby) with #24 (Watch) 
r = . 33 and #32 (Features) with #47 (Unique) r = . 31 are und ers t andab l e. 
Less predictable is the high correlation of #35 (Feel about baby) with 
#29 (Confident in care) r = . 53. 
These correlations show relationships in the engrossment aspects 
of tactile awareness, visual awareness, attraction to and distinct 
characteristics of the newborn. Engrossment theories also c l aim 
that the father wi ll have an immediate attachment to his infant. 
It is interesting that this variable (#35, Fee l about baby) has a 
Table 5 
Correlation of Engrossmen t Relati~nships 
Engrossment Variables Alone 
129 Confi 
#14 Touch 1J24 Watch delll In #)2 Features 
('are 
114 Touch 1.00 
124 Wat c h .43 1.00 
/35 Feel about .16 ,J) . 5J . 21 
IJaby 
140 Verbal .41 .22 .13 .18 
147 Unique .10 .28 .11 .31 
Engrossment and Marital Relationship 
III Part- 114 Touch #24 Watch 126 Wife ~ade 133 New 135 Fed 140 Verbal J ze 
nership me feel aspect about baby 
III Partnership 1.00 
114 Touch .4" 1.00 
124 Watch .29 .43 1.00 
126 Wife made .4J .49 .45 1.00 
me feel 
133 New aspect .15 .12 .38 . 10 L.OO 
135 Feel about .12 .16 .33 .16 .10 1.00 
baby 
140 Verbal I :te .37 .41 .22 .19 .08 .18 1.()() 
143 High polnt .4" .41 .31 .47 .40 .34 .30 
145 Home .15 .26 .29 .27 .33 .17 . 12 
147 Unique .16 .10 . 28 .16 .40 . 19 .17 
/48 Respons i ve .34 .15 .27 .33 .OJ .20 .27 IV 
'" 
Table 5 
Continued 
EngrosSMent and Fa~her Participation 
!J3 Woman's #5 Rolc no Perfect #18 Afraid ' 19 Responsl-
129 Confident '30 Participation '34 Fathers 1n 
work confutiloll of baby bility In care important childbirth 
, 3 Womsn's 1.00 
work 
( 5 Role .15 1.00 
confusion 
110 Perfect .22 -.21 1.00 
118 Afraid of -.02 . 52 - .09 1.00 
baby 
119 Responsl- . 0] -.05 .23 -.06 1.00 
blllty 
'24 Watch .00 -.05 .22 -.03 .31 
,28 fleel like .01 .23 -.13 .34 .02 
father 
129 Confident . 00 . J9 -.08 . . 52 .15 1.00 
In care 
'30 Partid- .41 -.04 .45 - .02 .37 -.OJ 1.00 
pat ion 
important 
134 Fathers 1n .46 .11 .33 . 00 .48 . . 05 .66 1.00 
childbirth 
'35 Feel about .08 .19 .06 .27 .16 .53 -.04 
.09 
baby 
'39 Socia l .16 -.09 .37 -. 12 .36 -.06 . 40 
.46 
compliance 
'40 Verbalize .05 .05 .02 .09 .48 .23 . 17 
.11 
'43 lligh point . 2. .01 .13 .06 .11 .31 .35 .19 
'50 Positive .20 -.07 .37 -.03 .22 -.04 .29 
.11 
w 
0 
31 
rela'tionship with how confident the father feels in child care (#29, 
Confident in care). Engrossment theory claims that the father feels 
more confident in child care through his engrossment with his infant. 
Advocates of childbirth preparation and participation claim that 
seeing the birth enhances the immediacy of the attachment, and pre-
paration for fatherhood increases the father's confidence in his 
fathering role. 
These engrossment correla tions point out that there is an 
attraction or fascination with the infant on the part of the father. 
Four of Greenberg and Morris's seven characteris tics show relation-
s hips which point in that direction (tactile awareness, visual aware-
ness, attention focusing, and awareness of distinct characteristics). 
Also evident is that the father 's feelings towards the infant are 
linked not only to this fascination but also to his confidence in 
providing care to the infant. Whether or not this confidence is 
elicited by the fascination, as engrossment theory predicts, or 
by actual preparation and/or participation in childbirth is yet to 
be determined. Assumptions of this study are based on the enhance -
ments of preparation and participation. 
Correlations of engrossment variables with those dealing with 
the marital relationship were less anticipated than those already 
discussed . Examples of these correlations include #14 (Touch) and 
#11 (Partnership) r = .48, #26 (Wife made me feel) r = .49 and #43 
(High point) r = .41, and #24 (Watch) with #26 (Wife made me feel) 
r = .45, #33 (New aspect) r = .38 and #43 (High point) r = . 31. 
Question #43 (High point) s hows seven significant correlations with 
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engrossment questions (#14, #24 , #35 , #40) and with other questions 
dealing with the marital relationship (#11, #26, #33). 
The correlation between eng r ossment and the marital relationship 
is noteworthy. Such relationships are not accounted for in the 
engrossment theory. It was previously pointed out (page 20) that 
three engrossment characteristics are universal among these fathers 
(tacti l e awareness, attention focusing, and elation), Correlations 
have shown four engrossment characteristics to be related to each 
other (see above). It is now evident that they are all r elated to 
either the husband-wife relationship in labor and/or delivery or to 
the marital relationship itself. Elation , for example, which showed 
no correlation to other engrossment characteristics , is related to 
the husband-wife relat ionship in labor and/or delivery. Tacti l e 
awareness and attention focusing are related to the marital relation-
s hip. The engrossment characteristic of the infant perceived as 
perfect is yet to show r e l ationships with other variables. 
Another cluster of correlations exist with engrossment questions. 
The characteristics of visual awareness, attention focusing, and 
pe rception of the newborn as perfect show relationships to father 
attitudes about his place and participation in childbirth . Question 
#19 (Responsibility) correlates with #24 (Watch) r = .31 and #40 
(Verbalize) r = .48. Of even more interest is the correlation of 
#10 (Perfect) with #30 (Participation important) r = . 45, #34 (Fathers 
in childbirth) r = .33, #39 (Socia l compliance) r = .37 and #50 
(Positive) r = .37. Al so included in this cluster are relationships 
of fa ther participation attitudes themselves as shown through #3 
Pre,&nanc:l 
18 Commun i -
cation 
I 8 Corulnunlcat 101\ LOU 
I 9 Fe. he lp .01 
I II Partnership .40 
112 1'g. adjust- .02 
ment 
114 Touch .2 9 
818 Ahaid of .0) 
baby 
120 Pleased ",ith .32 
pg. news 
126 WI fe made .18 
me feel 
134 rathers tn - . 00 
chi l dbirth 
137 Pg. strengt h . 13 
14) Hi gh point .27 
144 Different 
roles 
14. CB prepara- .19 
tlon 
Table 6 
Pregnancy/Childbirth Experience Relationships 
U9 Pg. hdp Ull Partner- 112 Pg . adJust- 114 Touch 
126 Wife made 
ship menL lUI,! fee l 
1.00 
.10 1. 00 
. 12 . )0 1.00 
.16 .48 .02 1.00 
.09 .1 5 . ) ) .06 
. 13 . 15 .01 . 18 
. )0 .4) .08 .49 1.00 
. )5 .09 .0) .05 .12 
.13 .12 .17 .)1 .31 
.08 .48 .24 .41 .47 
.)4 .01 . 10 .21 .12 
.2) .06 .29 .07 . 02 
138 Baby 1)9 Socia l 
time compliance 
.16 .15 
- .0) -.02 
.)5 .32 
150 Pos-
Hive 
.)4 
w 
w 
(I<oman's work) with 1130 (Participation important) r 
(Fathers in childbirth) r = . 46. 
.41 and 1134 
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The correlations of these last three father participation ques-
tions show a logical r e la tionship between fat her participation varia-
bles . Fathers belong in childbirth and childbirth is therefore not 
woman's work alone. The corr e l ation be tween fa ther participation and 
th e three engrossment aspects is similar to that of the marital 
relationship. Engrossment is a much more contingent theory than 
outlined. The aspect of infant perfection has been manifest on l y as 
it r e l ates to f ather participation . The other relationships of 
e ngrossment indicate that thi s theory is not independent of other 
influences. 
Pregnancy/childbirth experience re lationshi~. Table 6 presents 
the cor r e lations of variables abo ut the pregnancy/childbirth exper-
i e nce. Those correlations not previous l y identified will be present ed 
here . Ther e are two negative cor re lations #12 (Pg. adjus t ment) with 
11 11 (Partnership) r=-. 30 a nd 11 18 (Af ra i d of baby ) r=-.33. This is 
the first indication of a link between adjus tments of pregnancy, 
engrossment, and plans for parenting. Question 11 8 (Communication) 
correlates with '11 (Partners hip) r = . 40 and 1120 (Pleased with pg . 
news) r = .32. 119 (Pg. help) corre lates with #16 (Wife made me fee l) 
r = .30, 11 34 (Fathers in childbirth) r = .35 and #44 (Different rol es) 
r = .34. Quest ion 11 37 (Pg. strength) correlates with 11 14 (Touch) 
r = .31 and 1126 (Wife made me feel) r = . 31. All of these correlations 
give further indications o f the importance of the pregnancy period on 
subsequent attitudes. 
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Question ff49 (CB preparation) deals directly with the helpfulness 
of the preparation courses offered during pregnancy. It cor r elates 
with #38 (Baby time) r = .35, #39 (Social compliance) r = .32 and 
#50 (Positive) r = .34 . The relationships between the childbirth 
course, time concerns and father participation are noteworthy. In-
volvements and time commitments begin during pregnancy for mothers 
and apparently also for fathers . Attitudes towards the positivity 
of the pregnancy/childbirth experience must also begin in pregnancy. 
The Pg/CB correlations point out the relationship of the pregnancy 
period on the fathers' attitudes. A developmental task model is 
appropriate for fa thers as they anticipate parenting roles. Work ing 
through the pregnancy period is a joint effort of husband and wife. 
It requires open communication and mutual he lp fulness and apprecia -
tion. That fathers do attempt to resolve tasks is indicated through 
their attitudes about preparation for childbirth. Linked with the 
preparation are concerns for the time involvement for the infant and 
the positivity of the pregnancy childbirth experience as a whole. 
Further analysis of variance will serve to identify the direction of 
the effects of preparation and participation on these relationships. 
Of the nine questions that show no correlations, three deal with 
the pregnancy/childbirth experience (#2, ff6, and #25), three deal with 
engrossment (#7, #21, and #42) , two deal with acceptance of fathe rhood 
and desire for further such experience (#16 and #27), and one deals 
with husband/wife capabilities in child care (046). 
In summary, the 50 variab le correlations point out important 
relationships of fathers' atti tudes. Clusters of variables and 
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multidimensional interactions are indicated. The most obvious inter-
relatedness is with the engrossmen t variables. Engrossment is linked 
with the L & D experience , the pregnancy experience, the marital 
relationship, and with fatherhood itself. The highest correlations 
are with variables dealing with the husband and wife performances in 
L & D. These same questions account for most of the question var-
iance. Correlations of the pregnancy variables point out the impor-
tance of the pre-delivery period and the possibilities of a develop-
mental task model. 
Overall values and relationships have been analyzed. The question 
of preparation and participation must still be addressed. This is 
accomplished through factor analysis . 
Factor Analysis 
In order to illuminate qualitative relationships between ques-
tions and reduce th e number of variables for the analysis of variance, 
a factor analysis of data was accomplished using Varimax rotation. 
Eight major factors emerged from this analysis accounting for a total 
of 73.5% of the variance (20.3%, 12.3%, 9.2%, 8.3%, 6.6%, 6.0%, 
5 . 5%, and 5.2%, respectively). Factors accounting for less that 
5% of the variance are not reported. Factor loadings for the eight 
factors are presented in Table 7 . 
The large number of variab les and correlation relationships indi-
cated that factor analysis was the method of choice for testing the 
preparation and participation hypotheses . To elucidate further the 
clust ers of relationships that exist in the father's subjective world , 
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Table 7 
Factor Loadings on Eight Factors 
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a multidimensional approach was essential. The eight factors do 
illu~inate qualitative relationships. 
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Factor I --The husband-wife duo. Factor I is referred to as the 
husband and wife duo. Questions loading on this factor illustrate a 
duo of interaction between the husband and wife in l abor and delivery . 
The duo is brought out with wife ap~reciation and father purpose and 
direction attitudes. Question #17 (Close in L & D) at .89, #15 
(Wife great job) at .86, 114 1 (Wife comfortable) at .75 , #l3 (L & D 
help) at .61, and #22 (Helped most in L & D) at .57 are the primary 
loaders. Question #4 (Wife beaut i fu l) at .49 and #31 (Wife cope) 
at .42 are a l so included in the loading questions . Question #1 
(Elated) at .39 accentuates the positivity of the father's mood. 
The combination of variables in Factor accentuates the dual 
effort of labor and delivery. Advocates of father preparation and 
participation have emphasized the ~mportance of husband-wife inter-
action. Assumptions of this study are a l so based on this interaction. 
The relationships of fathers' attitudes shown here does elicit the 
feeling that the father has found purpose and pride in the L & D 
process and has recognized an appreciation for his wife . 
It is also relevant that this same interaction affects the 
father ' s elation at being a father . The r eader will remember that 
elation was identified as an engrossmer.t characteristic. The inclu-
sion of this variable on Factor I is more evidence of th e trend which 
began with variable correlations. Engrossment characteristics ar e 
related to many other variables. 
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Factor II--The triad. Factor II is referred to as the triad. 
Questions loading on this factor involve the marriage relationship 
and three of the engrossment characteristics (tactile awareness, 
visual awareness, and attention focusing). A three-~vay relationship 
exists here. The primary loading questions include 1126 (Hife made me 
feel) at .75, #14 (Touch) at .67 , #43 (High point) at .61, #11 
(Partnership) at .60, and #24 (Watch) at .52. Other loaders include 
#48 (Responsive) at .35, #40 (Verbalize) at .32, and #37 (Pg. strength) 
at .32. 
The ~rimary loading question #26 (Wife made me feel) cannot be 
identified as a father participation variable . The key is the phrase 
"my wife made me feel. II The father ' s attitude here depends on his 
relationship with his wife. A father could do nothing , but his wife 
could still make him feel helpful . This question is clearly a marriage 
relationship indicator and fits neatly into this triad cluster. The 
lowest loading question, 113 7 (Pg . strength) , could also be an indi-
cation of how the wife made the father feel during the pregnancy period. 
It does indicate the beginning of father involvement during pregnancy 
and is a definite reminder of the pregnancy period and a.developmental 
process to childbirth. 
Relationships between the marital relationship and infant 
engrossment aspects were not identified in the engrossment theory. 
In just two factors four engrossment aspects have connected with 
the L & D interaction and the marital relationship. 
Factor III--Father participation. Factor III is referred to as 
father participation. Components of this factor reveal the fathers' 
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attitudes towards father participation in childbirth. It also 
includes an engrossment characteristic. Question #30 (Participation 
important) at . 79, #34 (Fathers in childbirth) at . 78, #10 (Perfect) 
at .61, #39 (Social compliance) at .59, #3 (Woman ' s work) at . 48, 
and #19 (Responsibility) at .44 are loading questions. 
The association between father participation and infant perfection 
is fascinating. Greenberg and Horris (1974) did not indicate such a 
relationship. If the assumption of this study is correct, participa-
tion will precipitate or enhance the perception of the infant as being 
perfect aspect. It seems only logical that the other constituents of 
this factor will be enhanced through preparation and/or participation. 
Factor IV--Father initiation . Factor IV is referred to as the 
father initiation factor. Questions loading on this factor tap 
the fathers ' attitudes towards fatherhood and initial reactions to 
hi s infant . Question #29 (Confident in care) at .73 , #18 (Afraid of 
baby) at .70, #5 (Role confusion) at .68, #35 (Fee l about baby) at 
.51, and #28 (Feel like father) at .38 are the loading questions. 
\fuile these variables do refer to claims made by Greenberg and 
Morris (1974) , they are not directly a part of the engrossment 
construct. They most accurately test the value of fa t her partici-
pation . Advocates of father participation feel that seeing the 
infant ' s birth instigates arl immediate sense of fatherhood and appre-
ciation for the infant. Greenberg and Morris (1974 , p. 527) stated 
that "fathers who were present at their infant ' s bi r th were more com-
fortable in holding the babies ... and felt more hooked up or connected 
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with his newborn." This factor provides an excellent means of testing 
.these benefits of preparation. 
Factor V- - Parenting roles. Factor V is called parenting roles . 
Only two questions are loaded on this factor, #44 (Di fferent roles) 
at .66 and #9 (Pg. help) at .38. Both questions deal with roles or 
activi t ies of fathers and mothers. Most pertinent is that it begins 
with the pregnancy. 
This factor deals with the question of father involvement during 
pregnancy a nd subsequent role identity. The emphasis today is to 
get fathers involved during pregnancy . The reasoning behind this 
goal is that he might earlier identify a father role, that he might 
feel purpose in childbirth and that he might bet t er help his wife 
through the e ntirety of the childbirth experience . I f this goal is 
met, th e re should be a difference in attitudes between prepared 
and/or participating fathers on this factor. 
Factor VI--Pregnan cy. Factor VI is referred to as pregnancy. 
The questions of this factor are all related to the pregnancy 
experience. Question U6 (Wife difficult) at .62 , #49 (CB prepara-
tion) at .44, #50 (Positive) at .40, and U8 (Communication) at 
. 30 are the l oading questions . 
This f a ctor concentrates on the tota l pregnancy experience. 
It inc l udes th e difficulty of the wife during pregnancy , the h~lp­
fulness of the childbirth preparation course , the positivity of the 
expe rience and the communication efforts between husband and wife. 
It definitely i llustrates that pregnancy involves devel opmental 
tasks. It also provides an excellent means of evaluating the effec t s 
of preparation and/or participation on these t asks . 
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Factor VII --Baby impact. Factor VII is called baby impact. The 
loading questions involve the impact of the infant on the father. 
Question #45 (Home) at .55, #21 (Change baby) at .54, and #7 (Per-
sonality) at .41 are the questions involved. 
This is the fifth factor to include engrossment characteristics . 
The engrossment theory says that the reflex activi t y and behavior of 
the newborn will enhance the father's e ngrossment. Recogni tion of 
the infant's personality and acceptance of the infant without change 
are fair indicators of this impact . The father's anxiousness to 
have the baby home also indicates the "hold" the infant has on the 
father. 
Two other impact questions that could have loaded on this factor 
are #42 ("Alive") and #48 (Responsive) . Question #48 does load on 
Factor II--The triad, hut question 1142 shows no correlation on factor 
loading. This factor would have been a more valuable tool if ejther 
or both had been included. The ineffectiveness of both questions is 
apparently due to wording difficulties of the questions themselves 
which allowed misinterpretation. A weakness in theory cannot be 
blamed. 
Factor VIII--Ego. Factor VIII is referred to as ego . Questions 
loading on this factor indicate the father ' s fee ling of accomplishment 
and pride at his choice. Question #23 (Pressured) at .71 and #36 
(Father in way) at .57 are the two loading questions. 
This fac t or indicates the father ' s sense of be l onging in child-
birth and his pride at participation . There a r e potential preparation 
and participation effects on this facto r. There is also the 
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possibility that an after-the- fact effect exists . Now that this is 
over the father can feel that he wasn't pressured and that he 
wasn't in the way. 
From the factor analysis. eight factors emerged. They clearly 
illustrate the complexity of the task of evaluating the effects of 
preparation and participation on fathers. They also show that sig-
nificant variables are not clean-cut examples of existing theories 
or replicas of previous studies or practices. Examples of the inter-
relationships are more numerous than the number of factors. 
The attitudes towards the wife and the purpose and direction of 
the father are so closely related that they combined into a duo of 
interaction variable. The purpose of fathers in childbirth also 
illustrated its elf in a father participation variable. The preg-
nancy experience revealed itself as a developmental task model 
appearing in two factor s . Infant engrossment aspects were included 
in five of the factors. 
There is much yet to be determined about engrossment. While 
the characteristics of engrossment have appeared, they do not con-
gregate into a well-defined construct as Greenberg and Morris (1974) 
outlined in their study. Instead they show numerous relationships 
with other birth experience variables. Fathers do manifest feelings of 
absorption and interest in their newborns. They show signs of 
elation and awareness. On the basis of the relationships found in 
this current data, however, it cannot be said that these feelings 
are directed to nor initiated solely by the father/infant relation-
ship. 
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The characteristic of elation is related to the interaction of 
the father with his wife in labor and delivery (Factor I). The tactile 
awareness, visual awareness, and attention focusing characteristics 
are related to the marital relationship (Factor II). As was shown 
in question correlations, the characteristic of the infant being per-
ceived as perfect appears only in relation to father participation 
variables (Factor III). The characteristic of awareness of distinct 
characteristics of the newborn does isolate in relation to the atten-
tion focusing characteristic (Factor VII). The characteristic of 
increased self-esteem is not manifested in factor analysis. 
This author would give due credit to Greenberg and Morris's 
(1974) efforts in identifying a potential bonding between father 
and infant. At the same time the isolation of the seven distinct 
characteristics of that bond must be questioned. On the basis of 
this data, the feelings isolated as engrossment are too tightly inter-
woven with the overall childbirth experience and with the marital 
relationship to warrant valid description of a construct. 
Effects of Preparation and Participat ion 
Thus far the characteristics of father respQnses and the numerous 
relationships of their attitudes have been analyzed. The variables 
are reduced to eight factors which are described in the preceding 
section. The effects of preparation and participation can now be 
evaluated through 2 x 2 analysis of va riance on each of the eight 
factors. Questions that did not load heavily on the factor analysis 
but did manifest substantial variance are also subjected to 2 x 2 
ANOVA. The 2 x 2 ANOVA's on the eight factors are presented in 
Tab le 8. 
2 x 2 ANOVA--The Husband-
Wife Duo, Factor I 
Analysis of variance on the husband-wife duo factor revealed 
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effects on fathers' attitudes by their participation. Al though the 
relationship seems obvious, the data shows that the father's sense 
of accomplishment through his own participation and his respect for 
his wife ' s performance are enhanced by his part icipation in the 
delivery room. The means for the nonparticipation groups are 
significantly lower than are the -means for the participation groups. 
Dispersion is higher within the nonparticipator groups. There are 
no significant interaction effects. 
Analysis of variance on the husband-wife duo variable indicates 
that the attitudes of the fathers towards their wives and towards 
th emse lves through the delivery process are more positive i f the 
hu s band actually participates in the de livery. Six of the twenty-two 
nonparticipators did not answer all of the questions loaded on this 
factor. This alone indicates that the fathers who did not participae 
did not share the same exper ienc e as those who did participate . It 
is reasonqble that if the husband isn't there he doesn't see the 
purpose of his contribution and doesn't have the same measure of 
respect for his wife ' s performance. In view of the "maternity scene 
controversy" discussed in the introduction, Barbour (1976, p. 129) 
appears to be correct in his statement, "if you 're not there, you 
don't appreciate your wife as much." 
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Table 8 
2 x 2 ANOVA (Preparation x Participation) on the Eight Factors 
I 
(Duo) 
Factor 
Simple Effects 
Main Effect 
II 
(Triad) 
Simple Effects 
Main Effect 
III 
(Fa ther 
part) 
Simple Effects 
Main Effect 
IV 
(Engrossment ) 
Simple Effects 
Main Effect 
Group ~ 
NN 6 
NP 15 
PS 16 
PP 37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
NN 
NP 
PS 
PP 
6 
15 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
NN 
NP 
PN 
PP 
6 
15 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interact.ion 
NN 
NP 
PN 
PP 
6 
15 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
X 
(factor 
score) 
-.67 
.20 
-.32 
.16 
. 61 
- . 45 
.14 
.02 
-1. 6 
-.21 
.29 
.22 
-.06 
.11 
.30 
- . 16 
S.D. 
1.84 
.49 
1. 56 
.43 
.66 
1.24 
.70 
.85 
2.45 
.72 
.40 
.41 
1.32 
.84 
.70 
.96 
I 
.30 
5.90 
. . 51 
3.24 
.00 
5.37 
3.29 
2.81 
26.30 
8.50 
10.56 
15.01 
.03 
.3 2 
1.53 
.20 
p< 
.01 
.05 
.05 
. 07 
.06 
.001 
.01 
.00 
.001 
Factor 
V 
(Roles) 
Simple Effects 
11ain Eff ec t 
VI 
(Pregnancy) 
Simple Effects 
Main Effect 
VII 
(Baby unique) 
Simple Effects 
Main Effect 
VIII 
(Ego) 
Simple Effects 
Main Effect 
Table 8 
Continued 
Group 1i 
NN 6 
NP 15 
PM 16 
PP 37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
NN 
!IF 
PM 
PP 
6 
15 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
In terac tion 
NN 
NP 
PM 
PP 
6 
15 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
tIN 
NP 
PN 
PP 
6 
15 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
X 
(factor 
score) 
-.41 
.11 
.38 
-.14 
.14 
-.10 
. 39 
-.15 
-.29 
-.27 
. 14 
. 09 
.19 
- . 11 
.18 
-.06 
~ 
.73 
.86 
.66 
.97 
1.33 
.93 
.77 
. 85 
1. 96 
.83 
1.07 
.66 
1.16 
.77 
.88 
.89 
F 
1.15 
.00 
4.55 
.59 
.14 
2.37 
.33 
1. 43 
2.29 
. 00 
.33 
1.21 
.00 
1.17 
.01 
.63 
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l~ife appreciation through participation must not be extended too 
far. It cannot be said that fathers who do not participate have no 
appreciation for their wives. There are those nonparticipators who 
scored high on this factor. Collectively. however, those who do par-
ticipate gain more of an insight into the delivery room struggle and 
emerge with a much greater sense of accomplishment and wife respect. 
On the basis of this data, the hypotheses that the delivery room 
experience will 1) increase the father's respect for his wife, and 
2) will give him more purpose and direction through childbirth cannot 
be rejected. The preparation aspects of these hypotheses did not 
show the same effect and cannot be accepted. 
2 x 2 ANOVA-- The 
Triad, Factor II 
Participation also showed its effect on the triad. The direc-
tion of the significance was, however, just the opposite of that 
anticipated . It was the NN group that resulted in the highest mean , 
followed by the PN group, the PP group, and the NP group respec-
tively. There are also interaction effects. 
Factor analysis has illuminated a cluster of variables that 
have presented unexpected results. These results afford interesting 
discussion but pose more questions than answers. For some reason 
the nonprepared nonparticipato rs have more positive altitudes with-
in this fami l y triad than any other group . The reader might recall 
from the discussion on the means of the 50 variables that all of the 
fathers scored high on the individual questions i ncluded in this 
factor . Al though feelings here are universally positive, some 
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considera tion must be g i ven to th e reason that the NN group i s the 
most pos itive of all . 
This author feels that the key must lie somewhere in pre-
exis ting conditions, as well as in the impact of the birth itself. 
The pregnancy time period and th e marital re lationship may cer-
tainly be contributing factors. If it is assumed that preparation 
and participation indicate a commi tment and closeness in the mar-
riage and in assuming the fathe rhood role, then the NN group was 
not as committed to th e process nor as involved during the preg-
nancy and birth as were t he other g roups. However, th e r e is a 
fee ling from the questions includ ed on this factor , that the wife 
succeeded in making the husband fee l helpful and important. The 
marital relationship is definitely involved. The other key aspect 
is th e total birth impact. The apparently uninvolved father is 
most positively aff ected by the addition of the infant to the 
family . This could be the engrossmen t impact identified by Green-
berg and Morris (1974) with the inclusion of three of the ir seven 
charac t eris tics plus th e addition of the mari tal relations hip 
effect. These resu lt s are certa inly not indicated nor predictable 
from e ngrossment theory nor advocates of preparation and participation . 
In fact , no one has described such me rit for nonprepared nonparti c i-
pants. 
2 x 2 ANOVA--Father Par-
ticipation, Factor III 
The father participation factor shows overwhelming relationship 
to both preparation and participation and i nteractions of the two. 
A l arge standard deviation for the ~~ group indicates th e variance 
of that group on this issue . 
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Fathers who were prepared a nd did participate have more posi-
tive fee lings to~ards father participation in childbirth than do 
others . ~!ost fathers a greed on the importance of fathers partici-
pating, but formal preparation f or and actual participation in the 
delivery made the actual difference in attitudes. pp fathers want 
to participate, feel they belong in delivery , accept the r esponsi-
bi l ity of fatherhood, and perceive th e ir in f ants as being pe r fec t. 
Preparation and participation does make a di ffe rence in how fathers 
perceive their responsibiliti es and how they perceive their infant . 
On the basis of this data, the hypothesi s (2) that preparation and 
participation will give the father more purpose and direc tion i n 
labor and/or delivery cannot be rejected. 
The large variance in the NN group s ugges t s that not all of 
the NN fat hers feel t he same on this issue. The explanation migh t 
be found in the reasons for the lack of participation and prepara-
tion. The six ~N fathers undoubted l y had different reasons or cir-
cumstances behind their lack of prep~rat ion and participation. 
The r esults of the father participation f actor are the most 
lo gica l . Fathers who are prepared and do participate realize and 
proc laim the importance, freedom, and responsibility of this parti-
cipation. The father who is not prepared and does not participate 
will not recognize the value there in . Even if he does recognize the 
va l ue , he can ' t make the same proclamation. Most significant of 
all, he won ' t be as likely to see his infant as pe r fect either. 
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This engrossment characteristic seems to be entirely dependent on the 
father's participation and preparation. 
The higher mean for the PN than the PP group indicates another 
interesting phenomenon. These fathers were built - up for the birth 
exper ience through preparation and commitment. The l arge majority 
of the PN group were then excluded from t he delivery by force and 
not choice since the birth was by C- section and not natural. This 
present.s a "forced-out" effect . They see participation in the 
delivery as a greatly important climax from which they were excluded. 
Perhaps there is merit to this exclusion since th~ participation was 
not as positive for some of the participators. 
2 x 2 ANOVA--Father 
Initiation, Factor IV 
Father initiation analysis shows no effect by preparation or 
participa tion. Fathers can feel an identity and confidence in 
fatherhood and an immediate acceptance of the infant regardless of 
their preparation and participation. These feelings are immediate; 
they do not need the facilitator of time . Contrary to trends found 
by Greenberg and Morris (1974) and predictions of the advocates of 
father participation, these fathers did not need to see the birth 
nor be prepared for it to feel a confidence in fatherhood, over-
come fears, or detennine their feelings towards their infants. 
2 x 2 ANOVA--Parenting 
Ro l es , Factor V 
There is an interaction effect of preparation and participation 
on the. parenting roles faetor. The advantages seem to be in being 
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prepared but not participating or in participating but not being 
prepared . It would appear that the goal of early involvement through 
CB preparation is only met if the father does not participate. It 
also gives reason fo r allm-Jing nonprepared fathers into th e delivery 
room. Effects of stereo typic attitudes or pure physiological func-
tioning (as discussed on page 23, #44) could have considerable effect 
on the results of this factor analysis . Another alternative is that 
Factor V is a defense against the anxiety ambivalent fa ther. A 
distance from the infant is matintained due to the father's inse-
curities . The results of this and Factor III indicate that perhaps 
childbirth preparation does not reach the goa l it has defined. 
Childbirth preparation must not be judged too harshly on these 
fi ndings alone. 
2 x 2 ANOVA--Pregnancy, Factor VI 
The developmental task model indicated in the pregnancy factor 
is not significantly altered by preparation or participation. There 
is no effect on the pregnancy tasks illustrated here by preparation 
or participation. 
It is possible that preparation courses need to be more aware 
of the difficulties of pregnancy. Perhaps there are some strugg l es 
that fat hers face that courses don't approach. It must be remembered 
that the courses don't begin until well into the pregnancy. It is 
not entirely fair to judge preparation courses on the opinions of 
fathers who have not had a course. The total implications of this 
factor are difficult to interpret. Of most va l ue is the emphasis it 
places on giving consideration to the pregnancy period·. 
2 x 2 ANOVA--Baby 
Impact, Factor VII 
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The baby impact factor is not affected by the father ' s preparation 
or participation. The engrossment theory of infant reflex activity 
and behavior is apparently valid for all fathers. This aspect of 
their theory is worth much more consideration and investigation than 
the scope of this study has allowed . 
2 x 2 ANOVA--Ego , Factor VIII 
This ego indicator is not altered by preparation or participation. 
Fathers can have a sense of belonging and feel pride at participating 
regardless of the preparation or participation . These results should 
not, however , diminish the results found on the father participation 
factor which is a much more valuable tool on the merit of its numerous 
components. This author feels that an after-the-fact effect does 
exist on this factor (ego) and that the attitudes are altered through 
the completion of the childbirth process. 
2 x 2 ANOVA on Nonfactored Questions 
Questions that did not load heavily on the factor analysis but 
manifested substantial variance were subjected to 2 x 2 ANOVA by 
preparation and par ticipation. There were ten questions included. 
Table 9 presents these analyses with means and standard deviations 
for the four groups. Four of the questions dea l with the pregnancy/ 
childbirth exper i ence (012, 020, 025, and 027); t wo deal with the 
infant (1138 and 1142); and one deals with capabilities in child care 
(1146) . 
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Table 9 
2 x 2 ANOVA (Pr eparation x Participation) on Nonfactored Questions 
Question Group !! ! S.D. £: p< 
Pg. adjust . NN 6 1.00 0 
(12) NP IS 1. 60 .63 
PN 16 1.43 .72 
PP 37 1.S9 .76 
P"reparation 1.17 
Simple Effects Participation 3.60 .06 
Interaction 1.23 
Main Effect 2.06 
---------------------------------------------
Pg. news 
(20) 
Main Effect 
Not again 
(27) 
Hain Effect 
Baby tilne 
(38) 
Main Effect 
NN 
NP 
PN 
PP 
6 
IS 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Pa"ticipation 
Interaction 
NN 
NP 
PN 
PP 
6 
IS 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
NN 
NP 
PN 
PP 
6 
IS 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
3.66 
3.26 
3.81 
3.72 
3.16 
3 . 33 
3.S6 
3.67 
2.50 
2.80 
3.31 
3.16 
.51 
.70 
.S4 
.60 
1.16 
.89 
.SI 
.74 
1.04 
1.01 
1.13 
.89 
3.09 
1.94 
.83 
3.13 
2.79 
.40 
.01 
1.44 
4.37 
.07 
.64 
2.20 
.08 
.05 
.09 
.04 
Question 
Child care 
(46) 
Main Effect 
Trauma 
(25) 
:lain Effect 
Alive 
(42) 
!lain Effect 
Table 9 
Continued 
Group l! 
NN 6 
NP 15 
PH 16 
PP 37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
NN 
NP 
PN 
PP 
6 
15 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
NN 
NP 
PN 
PP 
6 
15 
16 
37 
Preparation 
Participation 
Interaction 
! 
1.66 
2.00 
2.00 
1.9l 
1. 50 
2.20 
1.93 
2.05 
3.16 
2.86 
3.18 
2.81 
.51 
1.00 
.73 
.95 
. 83 
1.08 
.92 
1.02 
.98 
1.18 
.83 
.96 
.24 
.24 
.66 
.20 
.26 
2.04 
1.04 
1.04 
. 00 
1.44 
.01 
.73 
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Question 146 (Child care) shows no relationship to preparation 
or participation. No r i s there a r e lationship found wi th #25 (Trauma), 
or #42 (Alive). Four of the questions did show relationships. Ques-
tion #12 (Pg. adjustment) is related to participation . The NP group 
had the highest mean followed by the PP, PN, and )iN groups in 
descending order. The NN group shows total agreement (no variance) 
that the pregnancy was an adjustment . Question /,120 (Pleased with pg . 
news) has a preparation eff.ec t. The ;IP group has a low mean; the PP 
a nd NN groups have equal mea ns which are s lightly lower than the PN 
group , indicating a participation relati onship which was not s tatis -
tica lly s ubstantiated. 
Preparation also shows a r elationship with questions H27 (Not 
again) and 1138 (Baby time). PP and PN groups have more positive 
mea ns than do the NP and ~N groups for willingness to repea t the 
experience . Concern with the amount of tim e th e baby will take is 
evidenced l ess by prepared fathers than nonprepared fathers. The 
PN group has the highest mean with PP, NP, and NN groups following 
in descending order. 
The most agreement of any group on any question or factor is 
fo und in th e NN group response that pregnancy requires a major 
adjustment for fathers as well as mo th ers. This appears to agree 
with th e idea that fathers are affected by preexisting conditions 
in the marital relationship as discussed in the triad factor. 
Pregnancy does affect the fathers' a ttitudes. It could also be a 
contributor to how invo l ved the father wants to get and whether or 
not he seeks f ormal preparation. Since means for a ll of the groups 
are low, all of the fathers appear to suggest adjustment. However, 
actual participation in the delivery room seems to alleviate or 
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ease the difficulty of adjustment in a ,;ay different from those who 
do not participate. Perhaps one of th e benefits of seeing the birth 
is that it makes the pregnancy seem more worthwhile, or comple tes a 
developmental task of pregnancy. As one f ather stated: "It's good 
to see pregnancy ends in a f ruitful product." 
It appea r s that if a father is pleased with the news of pregnancy 
he will be more inclined to prepare for the culmination of that preg-
nancy. Furthermore , th e posit i ve relationship between preparation 
and a desire to go through the experience again indicates that the 
prepared father is more pleased ,;ith ,;hat has transpired. Prepara-
tion also appears to lead to acceptance of involvement with the infant 
through time commitment . Pre paring f or childbirth l essens concerns 
with the amount of time th e infant wi ll take. 
Analysis on nonfactored questions show preparation to be r elated 
to being pleased with the news of pregnancy , being concerned with the 
time i nvo lvement of the in fant, and a willingness to repeat the same 
experience again. Hhile thi s does give indication that th e prepared 
father may be more committed to the infant and more excited about 
fatherhood , it does not tell us that he will be a better father . 
He does show indications that he is ,;orking towards that goal. Par-
ticipation is shown to be r elated to the father 's attitude about the 
pr egnancy adjustment. l<llile pregnancy is an adjustment for most of 
the fathers , the delivery room experience will make it more worthwhile. 
Lack of relationships on the other questions may be due to 
limitations of the questions th emse lves. For example. Question #42 
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was designed on engrossment theories that the father would see the 
infant as being very much "alive." Insertion of the word :'imagined" 
into the phrase (much more alive than I imagined) created misleading 
results. Many of the fathers actually imagined that the infant would 
be very "alive" and were indeed engrossed with him. Yet they res-
ponded negatively to the question. The same ambiguity arose in the 
use of the term "nonresponsive" in question 1148. 
Background Correlations 
\fhile there are obvious corre l ations between age of the father 
and ed ucation, occupation, age of mother, income , and years married, 
there were no indications that these variables would account for 
variance related to delivery and preparation. These variables were, 
therefore , not considered in the ana lysis of variance. There \~ere 
significant relationships between mother ' s age and the classes 
attended, father's education and participa tion with his wif e during 
visi t s to the physician , father ' s occupation and the classes attended, 
and physician visits and labor and delivery participation . 
Open- pnd ed Respo nses 
Responses to the open-ended questions are presented in Appendix 
D. Sixty- four of thp fathers in the study responded with their own 
comments at the end of the questionnaire. Except for the father who 
merely stated "no comment," enthusiasm, supreme exci t ement , and high 
emotion is indicated from their remarks. Twenty of the fathers 
admitted the experience was st ressful, and five of them expressed 
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concern over financ es, changes in life-sty le, and loss of attention 
from their wives. 
Most of the fathers mentioned their love and appreciation for 
their wives. The PN group stressed that it was difficult to see 
their wives suffer . This is probably a surgical intervention phe-
nomenon, since C-sections predominated delivery among this group. 
These fathers also expressed regret at being deprived of seeing the 
birth. None of the NN group mentioned their wives. 
Most of the fathers expressed engrossment consistent with the 
findin gs scaled on the questions. Twelve of the fathers also 
expressed concern about the new responsibilities they face, but 
only two expressed any reluctance towards them. Two of the fathers 
outlined expectations for their children . 
Four of thenonprepared fathers mentioned feelings of inadeq uacy 
thro ugh labor and delive ry , while thirteen prepared fathers me ntioned 
the ir pride at having helped. Four of the NP group also mentioned 
r e lief that their fears had not materialized. At the same time th ey 
f e lt the experience was harder than they had imagined it would be. 
Five of the fathers f rom the prepared group made comments about the 
difficulty of the pregnancy. 
Summary of Findings 
A careful look at the means and standard deviations of the 50 
variabl es provided va luable insights in t o first-time fathers. 
Differences were found in attitudes towards the wife and the purpose 
and direction of the father in childbirth. Importance of father 
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participation was recogniz ed by all as 'vas an elevation of the marital 
relationship. Engrossment aspects of tactile awareness, attention 
focusing on the newborn and elation were universal. A contemplating 
of roles and planning on a parenting partnership indicated efforts 
to work through the stresses and adjustments of pregnancy which the 
fathers recognized. 
Correlations of the 50 variables reveal multi-dimensional inter-
actions. Relationships of attitudes are found in three basic areas: 
1) husband- wife relationships in labor and delivery, 2) engrossment 
relationships, and 3) pregnancy/childbirth relationships. From 
these relationships the engrossment theory takes on new dimensions 
and the pregnancy period takes on increased importance. 
The effects of preparation and participation were introduced 
through fac tor analysis on eight factors and through analysis of 
variance on nonfactored questions. The e i ght factors were named 
and their contents identified before analysis of variance was 
discussed. The introduction of preparation and participation 
variables divided the fathers into four groups: Prepared Partici-
pators (PP), Prepared Nonparticipators (PN),Nonprepared Participa-
tors (NP), and Nonprepared Nonparticipators (~N). The differences 
and similarities of the groups as revealed through the analysis of 
variance were both obvious and unexpected. 
The ANOVA on the husband-wife duo, Factor I and father partici-
pation, Factor III both showed participation effects . In addition , 
Factor III also revealed preparation effects . Fathers who do witness 
th e birth do feel that they have contributed and do recognize a 
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greater appreciation for their wives. On this basis, the hypotheses 
that 1) feelings towards the wife will be enhanced through partici-
pation and 2) prepa ration and participation will give more purpose 
and direction to the father through labor and/or delivery cannot be 
rejected. 
That lack of preparation and narticipation also has merit was 
th e unexpec t ed result of the ANOVA on the triad, Factor II. This 
inf ant engross/marital relationship variable shows ~ fathers 
scoring higher than any other gr oup . Although the reasons for these 
results are unclear, the message must not be ignored. Perhaps 
medical personne l, wives , and childbirth ed ucators are too insis-
t en t with non9repared nonpart icipa tors in s triving for their prepara-
tion and/or participation. It is apparent that there are reasons 
to leave s uch a f ath er to his own preference. 
Alt hough other ANOVA ' s did not revea l s tat is tical significance , 
there were some intersting trends . The pare nting roles , Fac tor V 
showed an interaction effect most eas ily explained by s tereotyp i c 
at titudes and physiological difference of fa thers and mothers. The 
adjustments of pregnancy and news of pregna ncy are somewhat affected 
by participation. Initial excitement and th e concerns with infant 
time involvement and desire for further pg /CB experience are s lightly 
affec t ed by par ticipation. 
Although the data of this study does not substantiate all of its 
hypotheses , it does contribute t o the directions for further study 
and inc r eases the knowled ge and understanding available on new 
fathers. It also challenges or accentuates that which has been 
done in the past. 
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Fathers' responses on the pregnancy variables and respons es to 
the open- ended question reveal that pregnancy requires a major adjust-
ment. The increased interest of fathe rs to early preparation and 
par ti cipa tion indicates an effort or desire to work through this 
task . I t is also possible that the ad justments of pregnancy dis-
courage fathers from preparing and partic ipa ting. The effect of 
the pregnancy on fathering is unclear . If the Leifer study (1977) 
has the same implications for fathering as it does for moth ering, 
further investigation is indicated. 
"'hile this study has recognized the s tress of pregnan cy and the 
indications of developmental tasks , it does not address th e l ongi -
tud i na l effec t s on fathering. It appears from responses to th e birth 
experience and the engrossment characteristics that an immediat e 
resolution of the pregnancy adjustments occur s as the baby is born. 
Participation only s l ightly affects the r esponses regar ding that 
adjustment and preparation shows no effec t at all. It remains to 
determine how long the birth impact wil l las t or if the initial 
e l ation wears off as adjustments co ntinue . 
Contributions of t his study towards resolv ing the delivery room 
controve r sy are many . Bradley ' s (196 5) argument that husband s find 
and serve a purpose in chi l dbirth is cer tainly va l idated. Hi s con-
t ent ion that both husband and wi fe mus t be prepared for particj,pation 
was not substantiated. The nonprepared fa ther should not be excluded 
on the gr ounds that he has not had a c l ass . However, t he fo r mal 
preparation may better qualify the father for participation and 
assistance cannot be ignored. It is also true that preparation 
is linked with the father's acceptance of the pregnancy , increases 
his desire for further childbirth experience and helps allevaite 
his concerns for infant time involvement. 
Barbour's (1976) conclusions that participation draws the 
63 
couple closer together and enhances mutual respect has been strength-
ened. But the marital relationship can be enhanced without parti-
cipation. The long-term effects on fathering which Barbour (1976) 
suggests must be studied further. At the same time, his contention 
that participation will "give meaning to him (the . father)" is very 
evident by the father's pride at his participation in the process 
and his attitudes of "belonging" in childbirth. 
The Cronenwet t and ~ewmark (1974) study found more evidence 
for their hypot hesis that participation leads to a positive birth 
experience. Lack of confirmation in this study may be due to 
sampling problems . Finding nonprpeared nonparticipators in an 
area of high participation in childbirth is difficult . The non-
participation cells were difficult to fill for tlW reasons ' 
1) fathers themse l ves want to participate, and 2) hospital per-
sonnel encourage fathers to participate. The nonprepared nonpar-
ticipation cell was more difficult to fill because so many of these 
tathers refused to answer a questionnaire . These fathers ar e just 
not participators. Another sampling problem is the inclusion of 
C-sectio!1s in the nonparticipatcr gr-oups .. If the father was pla!1ning 
to go into the delivery room, his anticipation might carry him 
through the exper ience or his exc lusion could make him feel less 
involved than he actually is. 
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Further significant aspects of this study are the clarifications 
regarding the engrossment theory. Greenberg and Morris (1974) stated: 
fathers begin developing a bond to their newborn 
by the first three days after the birth and often 
earlier. Furthermore, there are certain describable 
characteristics of this bond, which we call engross-
ment. (p. 526) 
The data of this study reveal that there is an attraction or fas cina-
tion with the newborn on the part of the fathers. However, Greenberg 
a nd Morris's (1974) subsequent statement regarding "describable 
characteristics of that bond" cannot be validated. The interrelated-
ness of these characteristics to other aspects of the birth experience 
pose serious doubt to the validity of their construct. 
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SUMl'IARY 
From the attitudes of 74 first-time fathers, numerous character-
istics were revealed. All of the fathers were elated about becoming 
a father, planned on a partnership in parenting, wanted to touch, hold, 
and verbalize with their infants, saw their marriage relationship at 
a high point, and felt that their participation in childbirth was 
important. Although they recognized the trauma involved , they vie\,.led 
the pregnancy and childbirth experience as being positive. They 
varied most in their attitudes tm·,ards their wives and their own 
purpose and performance in labor and delivery. 
The father's experience of childbirth is obviously multifaceted. 
It was determined that attitudes about the childbirth experience begin 
with the f irst news of pregnancy. Pregnancy is v i ewed as a stressful 
adjustment time by the majority of fathers . Pregnancy does seem to 
evolve through developmental tasks for fathers. Some fathers are 
lead into preparation and/or participation for childbirth and others 
remain less involved. 
Numerous relationships of attitudes were determined. A strong 
relationship was found between attitudes towards the \vife ' s per-
formance and the husband's helpfulness through labor and delivery. 
Engrossment characteristics displayed close relationship to the 
marital relationship and the father's participation in childbirth. 
These relationships logically lead to a factor analysis approach. 
Factor analysis provided the multidimensional view that ,,,as 
necessary to draw proper conclusions regarding the effects ef 
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father preparation and participation. Two by two analysis of variance 
on eigh t factors showed three to be s tatistically significant. Factor 
I--The husband-wife duo measured the wife performance and husband 
helpfulness in labor and delivery along with his elation with father -
hood. Factor II--The triad measured the marital relationship and 
tactile and visual engrossment characteristics . Factor III--Father 
participation measured father participation and perception of the 
infant as being perfect. 
Analysis of variance on the husband-wife duo showed the parti-
cipat ing fathers had more respect for their wives and felt more 
purpose through their own involvement in labor and delivery. Non-
participating fathers did not show this degree of wife appreciation 
or self purpose and direction. Also in relation to their respect and 
involvement, participating fathers were more elated at becoming 
fathers. Prepa:ation did not show the same effects as participation . 
Analysis of variance on the triad revealed most unpredictable 
results. The total lack of preparation and participation has merit 
not before assumed or recognized. The NN group of fathers saw the 
marital relationship at a high point, wanted to touch and hold their 
infants, and were more visually engrossed with their infants more 
than any other group. 
Analysis of variance on the father participation factor showed 
that both preparation and participation alone and in interaction 
enhance the fa ther' s attitudes towards his participating and in 
perceiving the infant as being perfect. There is a relationship 
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between the perception of perfection in the infant and in the father's 
participation which has not been previously identified. 
Engrossment characteristics are seen in five of the eight factors. 
This reveals instabilities and causes questions regarding validity 
of the theory. There is evidence of an attraction to and a bonding 
between father and infant. The characteristics of that bond are 
not isolated to the infant alone. There are numerous contingencies 
including the wife's performance in labor and delivery, the father's 
participation and helpfulness in labor and delivery, the marital 
relationship, the pregnancy experience, and perhaps most important, 
the activity and behavior of the infant himself. This author feels 
that there is a birth impact and an infant impact which need sepa-
rate consideration. There is an initial attraction or bond to the 
infant through the overwhelming effec t of just becoming a father 
a!!d/or heing involved in any \.Jay Hith the birth. The characteris-
ti cs and long-lasting aspects of that bond ne ed much further inves-
tigation. 
Analysis o f variance on nonfactored questions helped to further 
clarify reasons for father preparation a nd par ticipation. It was 
seen that preparation increased the fathe r's feeling of he l~fulness , 
reduced his concerns over infant tlme involvement , and made him more 
positive about repeating the chilrlbirth (~xperience . Participation 
reduced the negativity of pregnancy stresses and adjuE tments as \"e1l 
as giving the fathe~ a sense of accomplishment and increasing his 
respect for his wife. There is not enough evidence to warrant eli~i­
nating fathers from participation due to a lack of preparation. Nor 
does the data allow identificat i on of one reason over another to 
rationalize father participation. 
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There are limitations of this study which became clear as the 
results were interpreted. Questionnaire research can be too limiting 
and misinterpretation of questions themselves can a l ter the results. 
Other means of data collection, such as interviews and observations, 
would perhaps be more effective tools. Various time periods, such 
as pregnancy itself, seem to be the key to what fathers are really 
experiencing. A longitudinal approach would therefore provide more 
insights. The study design caused difficulties as nonprepared 
nonparticipators also proved to be rare subjects or refused to par-
ticipate in the study. However, these are the very fathers that 
need to be included. Perhaps other methods of data collection "ould 
gain their cooperation. Najar suggestions would be to maintain a 
similar design but include the pregnancy period, reevaluate means 
of data collection, and give mu s t ~ore careful consideration to the 
engrossment characteristics. 
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UTAH STATE UNIV ERS I TY· LOGAN. UTAH 84322 
OEPA ATMENT OF 
FAM!LY AND 
HUMAN OEVEL.OPMENT 
UMC 29 
COLLEGE OF FAMILY LIFE 
PLEASE READ CAREFULLY AND SIGN BElOW 
Dear Father t 
Thank you for your participation. \ole are very interested in learning more 
about new fathers. ile feel that the best 1.I'ay to do so 1s to ask you, as a new 
father. for your opinions and reactions. 
This is the first of t ... o questionnaires to which you are asked to respond. 
rhe background infot1l1a.tion will he lp U8 with i nterpretation of responses. The 
statement.s utilized in the questionnaIre represent some commonly h~ld opinions . 
!.'e are interested in the degree to .... hich you agree or disagree with each. There 
are no right or wrong anSlo7ers . Pll!ase respond to every statement. The final 
question gives you an opportunity to express you. feelings in your 0\070 words. 
Please return this questionnaire to the delivery room nurse upon completion. 
You 'Jill be given the second questionnai.e just p.ior to your wife's de-
partu.e fl'om the hospital. Even though we need you. name fa. matching the 
questionnaires. your responses viII be cOtlpletely confidential. In order to 
fur t her our understanding of the relationships between the processes of child-
birth . the eff ects of hospitalization, and fatherins. ve '.nll also need limi t ed 
infonnation from your wife I s delivery room record. This infonnation pertains to 
the sex of the infant, the length of labor, the length of dellvery, the mode o f 
delive ry and drugs used during labor and delivery. 
'.Je need your penlaalon for our data collection. 
PATHER'S PERMISSION 
i: hereby give :::Iy consent to participate in the fathering project lnvolvln~ 
human subj ects. ! understand th e procedures to be fo lloved. Infon:lation obtained 
!:'Otn ~his study .... ill be used for educational and scientific pUI:poses only. loIit h the 
u:lderstanding that :ny name and the names of Illy family ::nembers will never be ?ubl1 -
cize d in connection therevith. I w111 receive snsvers to any inquiries regarding 
the ?roject and .un fr ee to w!t hdrs"" aly consent and discontinue participation ip. the jnoject at any time. 
Slgnatu:,e~ __ --, _______________ Date _ ______ _ 
If you have further questions, we • ... ill be happy to discuss t~ 'dth you. 
Thardc. you, 
J. Craig Peery Ph.D . 
Jan Ryser R. :-l. 
Department of Family and 
lIulnan De.velopl1lent 
752-4100 ext . 7611 
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QUESTIONNAIRE #1 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
2. Wife's age------yrs. 
3. Please indicate the years of schooling that you have completed: 
Highschool ______ Graduate studies 
______ College ______ Technical training 
4. What is your occupation? (check space) 
Professional and technical Equipment Operator 
------Farmer/Rancher ------Laborer 
------Manager/Proprietor ------Sales Worker 
------Clerical Worker ------Craftsman/Foreman 
-.---- ______ Student 
5. If currently a student please give college major _____________ __ 
family incomeY 6. What is your approximate 
Under $4.999 
---$5.000 to $9.999 
======$10,000 to $14.999 
$15.000 to $19.999 
---$20.000 to $29.999 
---$30,000 to $39.999 
------$40.000 or more 
7. Is your wife employed? --yes ___ no 
8. How much of the family income does your wife contribute? (check space) 
less than 25% 50% to 75% 
25% to 50% ==::75% or more 
9. Indicate the number of years married. 
______ one yea r 
____ two years 
three to five years 
over five years 
10. Your preparation for childbirth included: (check all that apply) 
Lamaze class 
Hospital pre-natal class 
Other 
----No pr-e-p-a-r-a7t7i-o-n--~---------------------------------
11. What was your preference for the sex of your infantY 
male ______ female ______ no preference 
12. Your childbirth participation included: (check all that applyl 
Accompanying wife to the doctor for check-ups 
----Assisting wife through. labor 
Attending wife during delivery 
Other 
No pa-r~t~i-c~i-p-a7t7i-on-----------------------------------
QUESTIONNAIRE # 1 
Respond to all of the following statements by marking an X in the 
column that best represents your opinion of each statement. 
Key : 
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Strongly Agree(SA) Mildly Agree(MA) Mildly Disagree(MD) Strongly Disagree(SD) 
1. I am elated about becoming a father. 
2. I felt increased stress during pregnancy. 
3. Childbearing is women's work. 
4. My wife was beautiful during childbirth. 
5. I am confused about my role as a father. 
6. My wife was difficult to live with during 
pregnancy. 
7. The baby already seems to have a personality 
of his/her own. 
8. My wife and I have openly communicated our 
feelings during pregnancy . 
9 . I didn't know what t o do t o help my wife 
during pregnancy. 
10. My baby is perfect. 
11. I plan on a partnership in parenting 
responsibilities with my wife. 
12. Pregnancy requires a major adjustment 
for expectant fathers as well as for 
mothers. 
13. I felt that I didn't help anyone by being 
in labor (or delivery) 
14. It i6 important to me to t ouch and hold 
my infant. 
15. My wife did a great job in labor. 
16 . If I could so choose. 
father at this time. 
would not be a 
MA MD 
3 2 
2 J 
2 3 
I~ 3 2 
2 3 1; 
2 3 '+ 
'+ 3 2 
'+ J 2 
J 
2 
1:.. J 2 
" i 3 4 
2 3 '+ 
!!. ; 4 
QUESTIONNAIRE n 1 
17.. I really felt close to my wife during 
labor (or delivery). 
18. I am afraid of my baby. 
19 . I feel there won't be much more responsi-
bility as a father than there is as a 
husband . 
20. I was pleased with the news that my wife 
was pregnant. 
21. There are some things that I would change 
about my baby. 
22. I was the person who helped my wife most 
during labor (or delivery). 
23. I really felt pressured by my wife to 
participate during labor (or delivery). 
24. I could watch my infant for hours . 
25. Pregnancy and childbirth are traumatic 
experiences. 
26. My wife made me feel that I ' d really 
helped. 
27. I have no desire to go through this 
experience again. 
28. It will take a long time before I feel 
like a father. 
29. feel confident in caring for my baby. 
30. I feel that it is important for a father 
to participate with his wife in childbirth. 
31. My wife didn't cope as well as I thought 
she would with labor (or delivery). 
32 . The baby has some features that are jU8t 
like mine/my wife. 
33.Childbirth has given a whole new aspect to 
my relationship with my wife. 
4 
if 
, 1 
4 
4 
4 
4 
J 
2 
J 
J 
2 
2 
J 
J 
2 
J 
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2 
3 
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J 4 
2 
2 
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QUESTIONNAIRE /I 1 
G~ .- ._. - ·~+s~-l MA 
34. Fathers are out of place in childbearing. 1 2 
35. It is difficult to know how I feel about my 2 :3 I 4 baby until I get to know him/her better. 
36. I often felt in the way during labor or 2 :3 4 
delivery. I 
1 
37 . I was a great source of strength to my wife 14 :3 2 
during pregnancy. ! 
38. I am concerned at the amount of time the ! 2 :3 4 
baby will take. I 
i 
39. Fathers are influenced to participate in 2 :3 4 
childbirth more by social compliance than 
by free choice. 
40 . I feel that it is important for me to talk If :3 2 
to my baby. 
41. I helped my wife feel more comfortable I·f :3 2 
during contractions and/or delivery. 
42. My baby is more active and "alive" than 4 :3 2 
imagined he/she would be. 
43 . This is one of the highest points of my 4 :3 2 I 1 1 I relationship with my wife. I 
44. Fathers and mothers play entirely different 2 :3 I 4 
roles in the lives of their infants. I I 
45 . I am anxious to have illy baby home . 4 :3 2 I 
46. My wife is much more capable of child care 2 :3 I 4 than I am. 
I 47. My baby looks like all other babies. 2 :3 4 
48. I am disappointed at how non-responsive 2 :3 I 4 my baby is. ! 
49. Childbirth preparation courses could be 2 :3 ! 4 
geared more to help fathers. I I 
50. Pregnancy and childbirth are very positive I. :3 2 ! 1 i 
experiences. 
~ 
QUESTIONNAIRE # 1 
WOULD YOU PLEASE EXPRESS YOUR THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS AT THIS TIME OF 
BECOMING A NEW FATHER: 
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Appendix C 
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Appendix n 
Open- ended Question and Positivity Scale 
Table 11 
Open- ended Question and Positivity Scale 
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